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Waseem M nhas, a citizen of Pakistan, petitions this court
to review the decision of the Board of Inmm gration Appeals (BlIA)
affirmng the immgration judge's (l1J) denial of his applications
for waivers of inadmssibility and adjustnent of status. He
contends that his procedural due process rights were viol ated
when he was not permtted to replead his concession to the
charges of renovability on the ground that counsel was
ineffective in failing to argue that his prior 18 U S. C. § 1542

conviction was not a crine involving noral turpitude (ClM).

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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First, although the 1J technically denied himthe opportunity to
replead his prior concession, both the IJ and the BI A
neverthel ess entertained the nerits of Mnhas’s claimthat his
prior conviction was not a CIMI. Because the substance of the
claimwas actually addressed, M nhas cannot denonstrate a due
process violation. Mreover, the Bl A consistently holds that a

8§ 1542 conviction is a Cl M. See Matter of B-, 7 | &N\ Dec. 342

(Bl A 1956); see also Matter of Correa-Garces, 20 | &N Dec. 451

(BIA 1992). Counsel was not deficient for, and prejudice did not
result from the concession of renovability on the ground that
M nhas had a prior conviction for a CI Ml as M nhas woul d have
been found to be renovabl e as charged even absent the concessi on.
M nhas additionally chall enges the denial of the waiver of
inadm ssibility both on the grounds that BlIA erred in finding
that he had not established the requisite extrene hardship and as
a matter of discretion, asserting that the denial was contrary to
the evidence and manifestly unjust. This court |acks
jurisdiction to consider these clains. 8 U S. C 88 1182(h) and
1252(a) (2)(B)

The petition for review is DEN ED.



